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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to the communication filed on June 4, 2007. 
Claims 1-31 are pending. At this time, claims 1-31 are still rejected. 

Response to Argument 

2. Applicant's arguments filed June 4, 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that: 

Leung does not relate to binding updates and reliably making a location 
privacy decision, i.e. a decision on whether or not to keep its topological location private 
from a correspondent node, when a need to initiate a correspondent registration has 
been detected. The correspondent registration is a process during which a Binding 
Update is sent to the correspondent node, which gives the correspondent node and 
possible eavesdroppers a chance to deduce the geographical location of the mobile 
node with certain accuracy. 

Examiner disagrees with the applicant and still maintains that: 

Leung does teach the binding updates. In fact, Leung teaches when the 
negotiation is successfully completed, Home Agent 8 updates an internal "mobility 
binding table" which specifies the care-of address (e.g., a collocated care-of 
address or the Foreign Agent's IP address) in association with the identity of Mobile 
Node 6. Further, the Foreign Agent 10 updates an internal "visitor table" which 
specifies the Mobile Node address, Home Agent address, etc (column 2, lines 12-18 of 
Leung). Thus, Leung teaches the claimed subject matter. 

Besides, in response to applicant's argument that the references fail to 
show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which 
applicant relies (i.e., binding updates and reliably making a location privacy decision, i.e. 
a decision on whether or not to keep its topological location private from a 
correspondent node, when a need to initiate a correspondent registration has been 
detected. The correspondent registration is a process during which a Binding Update is 
sent to the correspondent node, which gives the correspondent node and possible 
eavesdroppers a chance to deduce the geographical location of the mobile node with 
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certain accuracy) are not recited in the rejected independent claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993). 

Although Leung teaches the authentication the correspondent node as 
shown in Figure 1 and column 5, lines 15-30, Leung is silent on the capability of using 
the certificate-based authentication protocol. On the other hand, Gehrmann teaches 
wherein the authenticating step comprises authenticating the correspondent node by 
means of a certificate-based authentication protocol (column 2, lines 19-23 of 
Gehrmann). Thus, the combination of teaching between Leung and Gehrmann 
teaches the claimed subject matter. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the combination 
of teaching between Leung and Gehrmann is sufficient. 

Leung and Gehrmann do not need to disclose anything over and above 
the invention as claimed in order to render it unpatentable or anticipate. A recitation of 
the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a structural difference between 
the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the 
intended use, then it meets the claimed limitations. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be 

sustained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office 
action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-12, 17-18, and 21-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Leung (US 6,760,444 B1). 

a. Referring to claim 1: 

i. Leung teaches a method for performing an address update 
in a communication system, the method comprising: 

(1) indicating that an address update process needs to 
be performed, wherein location-related information about a mobile node is transmitted 
to a correspondent node of the mobile node if the address update process is performed 
(column 2, lines 10-30 of Leung); 

(2) authenticating the correspondent node in response to 
the indicating, the authenticating yielding identity information about the correspondent 
node (column 2, lines 47-57 of Leung); 

(3) determining whether the address update process is 
to be carried out, based on the identity information; and performing the address update 
process when the determining indicates that the address update process is to be carried 
out and omitting the address update process when the determining indicates that the 
address update process is not to be carried out (column 2, lines 10-30 of Leung. 
Furthermore, if the negotiation is not successfully completed, the update will not 
take place). 

b. Referring to claim 2: 

i. Leung further teaches: 
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(1) wherein the performing performs the address update 
for optimizing routing between the mobile node and the correspondent node (column 2, 
lines 10-30 of Leung). 

c. Referring to claim 3: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) further comprising storing security policy data in the 
mobile node, the security policy data indicating a set of trusted parties (column 2, line 
64 through column 3, line 16; column 4, lines 28-31 of Leung). 

d. Referring to claim 4: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the determining comprises comparing the 
identity information with the security policy data stored in the mobile node (column 3, 
lines 33-44 of Leung). 

e. Referring to claim 5: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the performing is carried out in response to 
the comparing when the comparing indicates that the correspondent node belongs to 
the set of trusted parties (column 3, lines 33-44 of Leung). 

f. Referring to claim 6: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the determining comprises prompting a user 
of the mobile node to make a decision when the comparing indicates that the 
correspondent node fails to belong to the set of trusted parties, wherein the prompting 
comprises informing the user about the identity information (column 4, lines 32-56 of 
Leung). 

g. Referring to claim 7: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the indicating comprises indicating that the 
address update process comprises a binding update process according to a Mobile IP 
protocol (column 1, line 50 through column 2, line 20 of Leung). 
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h. Referring to claim 8: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the indicating is performed in response to a 
predetermined event (column 1, line 50 through column 2, line 20 of Leung). 

i. Referring to claim 9: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the indicating comprises responding to the 
predetermined event comprising reception of a packet routed via a home agent of the 
mobile node (column 2, lines 21-46; column 5, lines 6-13 of Leung), 
j. Referring to claim 10: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the indicating comprises responding to the 
predetermined event comprising reception of a new address for the mobile node 
(column 2, lines 21-46 of Leung).. 

k. Referring to claim 1 1: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the storing comprises storing the security 
policy data comprising high-level identifiers of trusted correspondent nodes (column 2, 
line 64 through column 3, line 16; column 4, lines 28-31 of Leung).. 
I. Referring to claim 12: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the storing comprises storing the security 
policy data comprising rules for deciding whether the identity information represents a 
trusted correspondent node (column 3, lines 45-65 of Leung), 
m. Referring to claim 17: 

i. This claim consist a mobile node for a communication 
system to implement a method of claim 1 , thus it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 1 above. 

n. Referring to claim 18: 
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i. This claim has limitations that is similar to those of claim 7, 
thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 7 above, 
o. Referring to claim 21: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the determining unit comprises a security 
policy database, the determination unit being configured to determine, by means of the 
security policy database, whether the address update unit can be activated without 
consulting a user of the mobile node (column 4, line 65 through column 5, line 4 of 
Leung). 

p. Referring to claim 22: 

i. This claim has limitations that is similar to those of claim 6, 
thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 6 above, 
q. Referring to claim 23: 

i. This claim has limitations that is similar to those of claim 11, 
thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 1 1 above, 
r. Referring to claim 24: 

i. This claim has limitations that is similar to those of claim 5, 
thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 5 above, 
s. Referring to claim 25: 

i. This claim has limitations that is similar to those of claim 12, 
thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 12 above, 
t. Referring to claims 26 and 31: 

i. These claims consist a system and an apparatus for 
performing an address update in a communication system to implement a method of 
claim 1 , thus they are rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 1 above, 
u. Referring to claims 27 and 28: 
i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the authentication means are located in the 
mobile node or in a home agent of the mobile node (column 5, lines 15-21 of Leung), 
v. Referring to claim 29: 
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i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the address update means are located in a 
home agent of the mobile node (column 2, lines 10-20 of Leung), 
w. Referring to claim 30: 

i. Leung further teaches: 

(1) wherein the determination means are located in the 
home agent of the mobile node (column 2, lines 10-20 of Leung). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 13-16, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Leung (US 6,760,444 B1), and further in view of Gehrmann (US 
6,912,657 B2). 

a. Referring to claim 13: 

i. Although Leung teaches the authentication the 
correspondent node as shown in Figure 1 and column 5, lines 15-30, Leung is silent on 
the capability of using the certificate-based authentication protocol. On the other hand, 
Gehrmann teaches: 

(1) wherein the authenticating comprises authenticating 
the correspondent node by means of a certificate-based authentication protocol 
(column 2, lines 19-23 of Gehrmann). 

ii. It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to: 

(1) have modified the invention of Leung with the 
teaching of Gehrmann for establishing a security association in an ad hoc network 
(column 1, lines 9-10 of Gehrmann). 
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iii. The ordinary skilled person would have been motivated to: 
(1) have modified the invention of Leung with the 
teaching of Gehrmann to secure and protect the mobile IP network technology (column 
1, lines 7-8 of Leung). 

b. Referring to claim 14: 

i. The combination of teaching between Leung and Gehrmann 
teaches a method for performing an address update in a communication system. 
Gehrmann further teaches: 

(1) wherein the authenticating comprises authenticating 
by means of the certificate-based authentication protocol comprising an Internet Key 
Exchange protocol (column 1, line 36; column 7, line 3 of Gehrmann). 

c. Referring to claim 15: 

i. The combination of teaching between Leung and Gehrmann 
teaches a method for performing an address update in a communication system. 
Gehrmann further teaches: 

(1) wherein the authenticating comprises authenticating 
by means of the certificate-based authentication protocol comprising a Transport Layer 
Security protocol (column 7, line 2 of Gehrmann). 

d. Referring to claim 16: 

i. The combination of teaching between Leung and Gehrmann 
teaches a method for performing an address update in a communication system. 
Gehrmann further teaches: 

(1) wherein the authenticating comprises authenticating 
by means of the authenticating step comprising certifying the identity information 
cryptographically (column 6, lines 30-45 of Gehrmann). 

e. Referring to claim 19: 

i. This claim has limitations that is similar to those of claim 13, 
thus it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 1 3 above. 

7. Claim 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Leung (US 6,760,444 B1), and further in view of Forslow (US 6,954,790 B2). 
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a. Referring to claim 20: 

i. Although Leung teaches the authentication the 
correspondent node as shown in Figure 1 and column 5, lines 15-30, Leung is silent on 
the capability of using the Domain Name System-based protocol. On the other hand, 
Forslow teaches: 

(1) wherein the authentication unit comprises a domain 
name system-based protocol for obtaining the identity information (column 1, lines 66- 
67 of Forslow). 

ii. It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to: 

(1) have modified the invention of Leung with the 
teaching of Forslow for establishing a security association. 

iii. The ordinary skilled person would have been motivated to: 
(1) have modified the invention of Leung with the 

teaching of Forslow to secure and protect the mobile IP network technology (column 1, 
lines 7-8 of Leung). 

Conclusion 

8. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706^07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to 
expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then 
the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date 
of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Thanhnga (Tanya) Truong 
whose telephone number is 571-272-3858. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, 
the examiner's supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached at 571-272-3859. The fax and 
phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 



application or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone 
number is 571-272-2100. 
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